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Table V. ( M . O . t t . ) . - - W i t h  a view to the full use of this table, 
we desire to direct attention to the Order of the Local Governmen~ 
Board, dated February 12th, 1879, by which all district and work- 
house medical officers appointed subsequently to February 28th, 
1879, are required to furnish the medical officer of health of the 
district with returns of sickness and deaths among paupers seeking 
medical relief. Such returns cannot fail to furnish much valuable 
information supplementary to that obtained by notification. 

PROOF OF SRIOKE NUISANCE.* 

A~oNG the nuisances which may be dealt with summarily under 
the "Public Health (London) Act, 1891, is " a n y  chimney (not being 
the chimney of a private dwelling-house) sending forth black smoke 
in such a quantity as to be a nuisance." The provision is con- 
tained in Section 24 (6), which is iisdem ve,rbis with the last clause 
of Section 91 (7) of the general Public I=[ealth Act of 1875. In 
The South London Electric Supply Corporation v. Perrin, heard on 
2~Iay 6 before Lord Alverstone, L.C.5., and Mr. ~[ustice Lawranee, 
a question was raised as to the evidence necessary to entitle a 
magistrate to convict summarily in respect of this form of nuisance. 
Ten summonses were issued again~st the appellants for allowing 
black smoke tO issue from a chimney on their works, which was 
180 feet high, during ten days in November, 1900. 

Evidence was given as to the issue o f  black smoke from the 
chimney during different periods on each day, but no one was called 
to prove that he h~d been injured or annoyed. The magistrate 
convicted, and imposed a fine of £10 (the maximum) for each day. 
A special case was stated to determine whether the mere issuing of 
black smoke was sufficient evidence, or whether it was necessary 
also(to give evidence that it was a nuisance to someone. 

For the appellants it was argued that the words " i n  such a 
quantity as to be a nuisance" made it necessary to call such 
evidence, and they relied on Stanley v. Farndale, 1 Stenson v. B~vwn- 
ing, 2 and Hill  v. Somerset2 The court held that the mere proof of 
the issue of smoke did not compel the magistrate to convict, but 
that it was not necessary to show injury or nuisance to any par- 
ticular individual. 

i 56 J.P., 709. 2 35 La~J J. rep. tt{.C. 152. 3 51 J.P. 742. 
Reprinted from Law Jou.rna, l, l~{~y llth, 1901. 


